Tourism workforce research : a review, taxonomy and agenda by Baum, Tom et al.
Baum, Thom and Kralj, Anna and Robinson, Richard N.S. and Solnet, 
David J. (2016) Tourism workforce research : review, taxonomy and 
agenda. Annals of Tourism Research, 60. pp. 1-22. ISSN 0160-7383 , 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2016.04.003
This version is available at https://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/56566/
Strathprints is  designed  to  allow  users  to  access  the  research  output  of  the  University  of 
Strathclyde. Unless otherwise explicitly stated on the manuscript, Copyright © and Moral Rights 
for the papers on this site are retained by the individual authors and/or other copyright owners. 
Please check the manuscript for details of any other licences that may have been applied. You 
may  not  engage  in  further  distribution  of  the  material  for  any  profitmaking  activities  or  any 
commercial gain. You may freely distribute both the url (https://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/) and the 
content of this paper for research or private study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes without 
prior permission or charge. 
Any correspondence concerning this service should be sent to the Strathprints administrator: 
strathprints@strath.ac.uk
The Strathprints institutional repository (https://strathprints.strath.ac.uk) is a digital archive of University of Strathclyde research 
outputs. It has been developed to disseminate open access research outputs, expose data about those outputs, and enable the 
management and persistent access to Strathclyde's intellectual output.
Tourism Workforce Research: A Review, Taxonomy and Agenda 
 
ABSTRACT 
This paper offers a critical  UHYLHZSXUYLHZDQGIXWXUHYLHZRIµZRUNIRUFH¶UHVHDUFK:H
argue that the tourism (and hospitality) workforce research domain, beyond being neglected 
relative to its importance, suffers from piecemeal approaches at topic, analytical, theoretical 
and methods levels. We adopt a three-tiered macro, meso and micro level framework into 
which we map the five pervasive themes from our systematic review across a 10 year period 
(2005-$FULWLTXHRIWKHOLWHUDWXUHIROORZLQJDµUHSUHVHQWDWLRQV¶QDUUDWLYHFXOPLQDWHV
in the modelling of a tourism workforce taxonomy, which we propose should guide the 
acknowledgement and advancement of more holistic tourism workforce knowledge 
development.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Tourism relies intrinsically on those who work directly in, or impart influence on, its various 
sectors. Notwithstanding the impact of technology and technology substitution within the 
workplace, tourism organisations depend largely on the labour-intensive inputs of their 
workforce. Consequently, tourism jobs which, to varying degrees, depend on location and the 
nature of the business, have an important role to play in driving economic and employment 
growth. Yet, the workforce is widely cited as a neglected research domain (Ballantyne, 
Packer & Axelsen, 2009; Baum, 2007, 2015; Baum & Szivas, 2008; Ladkin, 2011; Solnet, 
Nickson, Robinson, Kralj & Baum, 2014).  
 
This argument is reinforced by reference to classifications of tourism topics addressed in the 
published literature - Ballantyne et al. (2009), for example, identify 20 themes in tourism 
research, of which only one (Education) has partial overlap with our field of concern here, the 
workforce. /LNHZLVH&KHQJHWDO¶VVWXG\FODVVLILHVWRXULVPUHVHDUFKLQWKLVFRQWH[W
LQFOXVLYHRIKRVSLWDOLW\LQWRµVXEMHFWV¶QRQHRIZKLFKFDQEHOLQNHGGLUHFWO\WRWKH
workforce with the exception, again, of Education. It is probable that workforce themes have 
EHHQVXEVXPHGLQWRFODVVLILFDWLRQVVXFKDVµHotel and RHVWDXUDQW$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶DQG
µ0DQDJHPHQWDQG$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ¶ZKLFKKDUGO\GRes justice to our area of interest, given 
WKDWµ/LWHUDWXUH¶µ$JULFXOWXUH¶DQGµ0HGLFLQH¶PHULWVHSDUDWHFDWHJRULHV 
 
In this paper we set about qualifying this contention of neglect by positing the reason as 
partially due to the complexity and heterogeneity of the tourism industry (Baggio, Scott & 
Cooper, 2010). There are perceptions of the sector and its workforce that are both entrenched 
and well-reported, addressing characteristics of employment across WRXULVP¶Vsectors, for 
example low entry barriers, mobility, seasonality, and challenging working conditions. These 
seemingly intractable perceptions may well have dampened the appetite for research, led to 
fatigue LQWKHVHQVHWKDWQRREYLRXVµVROXWLRQV¶KDYHHPHUJHGIURPPXFKRIWKHUHVHDUFK and, 
as a consequence, have resulted in a general ambivalence regarding persistent workforce 
issues (cf. Iverson & Deery, 1997). 
 
We will argue and substantiate the case that these factors have culminated in three structural 
research issues in need of attention. First, because much of the prior empirical research 
conducted in this domain has been at the organisational and managerial level, there is a risk 
that the body of work fails to position itself within the wider social, political and economic 
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context or schema of tourism research and, as such, could be adjudged to make a limited 
contribution to the consolidated advancement of the tourism workforce narrative. Such 
studies frequently KDYHDVWKHLUXQGHUO\LQJREMHFWLYHWKHGHVLUHWRµVROYH¶Dperceived 
µSUREOHP¶UDWKHUWKDQWRH[SODLQDSKHQRPHQRQ (e.g., Terry, 2014). Similarly, more often than 
not such articles are limited to human resource management research. As such there is until 
now no consolidated and comprehensive thematic review of the wider tourism workforce 
area. Second, as characterised by a number of such review articles (e.g., Davidson et al., 
2011; Lucas & Deery, 2004; Kusluvan et al., 2010; King et al., 2011; Ryan, 2015; Singh et 
al., 2007; Tracey, 2014; Wood, 1999) much of the extant ZRUNLVFDWHJRUL]HGDVµKRVSLWDOLW\¶
to the neglect of a wider tourism context.  And thirdly, those review articles that have 
attempted to scope tourism employment more broadly have done so largely thematically, or 
µDWKHRUHWLFDOO\¶HJ%DXP, 2015; Ladkin, 2011), without sufficient critique of the 
underpinning assumptions inherent (or absent) in the literature. In undertaking this 
discussion, we acknowledge that the term µZRUNIRUFH¶LWVHOIis largely absent in the tourism 
literatureµ:RUNIRUFH¶has much wider currency in relation to other sectors such as health 
(see for example, Kirch et al, 2012). However it may be that other discipline and context 
research DUHDVYLHZWKHZRUNIRUFHµresource¶and the language associated with it in a slightly 
different way and with differing terminologies. Our use seeks to accommodate a breadth that 
other available terms (such as the more widely employed µhuman resource management¶) do 
not afford.  
 
This paper reconciles the disparate µFRPSRQHQWSDUWV¶of the tourism workforce or 
employment domain, to include, inter aliaWKHLQGXVWU\¶VODERXUSURFHVVhuman capital 
policy and planning and labour markets; industrial and employee relations; education, 
training and the development of talent; service delivery; organisational and occupational 
cultures, and many others ± XQGHUWKHXQLI\LQJQRPHQFODWXUHRIµZRUNIRUFH¶As suggested 
above, these themes are frequently bundled together under what is, arguably, the somewhat 
lazy umbrella of human resource management (or HRM) which implies a particularly 
nuanced perspective on tourism work and the roles that are played within it. As we will 
H[SODLQODWHULQWKLVSDSHUZHFRQVLGHUµZRUNIRUFH¶WREHDIDUPRUHLQFOXVLYHDQd, from a 
labour process perspective, rather more neutral concept.  In adopting this approach, hitherto 
neglected interrelationships between these component parts can be identified and gaps prised 
open.  
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Specifically, the aims and, concomitantly, the structure of this paper are to: define and clarify 
workforce research in tourism and propose a unifying definition and model, that incorporates 
its multi-level nature; after outlining the methodological parameters of our systematic review 
report on our comprehensive analytical review of the broader suite of tourism (and 
hospitality) workforce literature across a defined period outlining five key emergent themes; 
develop DµUHSUHVHQWDWLRQV¶QDUUDWLYHWRFULWLTXHWKHOLWHUDWXUH¶VVKRUWFRPLQJVand finally, 
propose an explanatory taxonomy to guide future researchers. In so doing, we challenge the 
academy to conceptually and theoretically locate their work in this taxonomy in a manner 
that contributes to the advancement of knowledge about work, the workforce and the 
workplace in tourism.  We conclude by reflecting on the implications of this review on 
tourism (and hospitality) workforce research by offering up resulting concerns/suggestions to 
the broader tourism academy, consider the applied implications and propose an agenda for 
future research focus. 
 
Before moving forward we wish to qualify the inclusion of hospitality research in this 
analysis of the tourism workforce, especially since the two areas have not always been the 
easiest RIEHGIHOORZV0RUULVRQ	2¶*RUPDQ$OOWRXULVWVPXVWVOHHSVRPHZKHUHDQG
all tourists must eat. The provision of accommodation/lodging and foodservice and 
beverages, and entertainment, the core offer of hospitality organisations, are thus intrinsically 
connected to the tourism experience. Indeed, some tourists travel almost exclusively for some 
of these experiences, for example food tourism (Getz et al., 2014). Thus, we reason, the 
workers who provide these hospitality services are as much a part of the tourism workforce as 
are the workers at other tourism products, for instance theme parks or cultural institutions.  
 
2.0. LITERATURE AND BACKGROUND 
&ODULI\LQJWKHGHILQLWLRQRIµZRUNIRUFH¶  
In operationalising WKHWHUPµZRUNIRUFH¶UDWKHUWKDQHPSOR\PHQWODERXUKXPDQUHVRXUces 
(or their management), manpower, or other nomenclature, we acknowledge the breadth of the 
workforce domain, from worker to organisation to broader labour force issues. Or, as one 
senior LQGXVWU\VWDNHKROGHUGHVFULEHVWKHWHUP³[it] embraces workforce development at its 
broadest level, including a range of themes, such as structural adjustment and job redesign. It 
DOVRWDNHVLQWRDFFRXQWWKHH[WHUQDOIDFWRUVWKDWLPSDFWXSRQZRUNIRUFHSODQQLQJ´(Service 
Skills Australia, 2013: 4). Accordingly, workforce is a term readily understood and applied in 
the policy and practitioner lexicon (cf WTTC, 2014). We propose that workforce equates to 
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all those people within an employment pool, whether in entire countries, regions or 
destinations; sectors; or organisations, both large and small (www.oxforddictionaries.com). 
:LWKLQWRXULVPLWFDQEHGHILQHGDV³WKHZRUNIRUFHLQWKHEXVLQHVVHVLQZKLFKWRXULVWVVSHQG
WKHLUPRQH\´$QGULRWLV	9DXJKDQZLWKWKHFDYHDWVWKDWVRPHWRXULVPLQGXVWU\
employees work in organisations that provide free-to-user services, for example visitor 
information centres/convention bureaux (see Devine & Devine, 2011), some work in non-
remunerated positions as volunteers (Holmes et al, 2010; Terry, 2014) and that organisations 
need to be seen in somewhat broader terms than just at the level of the firm.  
  
By definition, the term µworkforce¶ IRFXVHVIRUHPRVWRQµWKHZRUNHU¶DQGZRUNHUs in the 
collective, as groups. This defines individual-level analyses.  The individual level is 
imperative in the tourism context because this is where the paramount employee-customer, or 
guest-host, nexus resides. Workforce implies the potential power of individuals and groups 
once put to work and this labour power is most directly of benefit to the tourism organisation. 
Thus the organisational level entails the priorities, processes and performance of firms and 
associations vis-à-vis their workers, and this level approximates with organisational 
behaviour, human resource management and related areas of theory and practice. The 
organisation typically frames both the individual DQGFROOHFWLYHµWKHWHDP¶interactions 
presented earlier, and hence we introduce the fluidity of this proposed definitional 
conceptualisation. Of course the workforce is also an agent of, and shaped by, broader 
environmental factors in which individuals, groups, organisations and economies / national 
and regional labour markets operate and with which they have symbiotic relationships. These 
include geo- and national political and socio-cultural, legal and technological dynamics, 
which exert substantial influence on organisations.   
 
A three-tiered conceptualisation of the tourism workforce intersects with wider workforce 
studies and research (see meta reviews of workforce themes that all have implications for 
tourism, for example, Cullen & Turnbull, 2005; Ehnert & Harry, 2012; Hancock et al, 2013; 
Jiang et al, 2012; Van De Voorde et al , 2012; Watson, 2004) in that it brings together both 
critical and organisational aspects, framing the tourism workforce in both societal and 
organisational terms as well as intermediate points in between. Hence, in our analyses, we 
were firstly attentive to a range of issues at the individual level including; who it is that works 
in tourism (e.g., profile, diversity); why they choose to work in tourism (and, indeed, the 
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choices or lack thereof that they may have); and the meaning of tourism work (real, 
symbolic). 
 
This leads, secondly, to a consideration of a range of employment, organisational and 
managerial themes generally associated with HRM systems and the practice of HRM. These 
include service management (how organisations frame the employee to tourist/visitor/guest 
interaction); labour or employee relations (seeking to accommodate the needs of the 
workforce ± both tangible and emotional within the framework of organisational and wider 
business objectives; strategic HRM ± which tends to be located organisationally and links HR 
policies and practice to wider organisational goals and focus; and sustainable HRM (Kramar, 
2014)  Finally, we accommodate broader environmental or contextual factors (located 
locally, nationally and trans-nationally) such as: social and cultural perspectives of tourism 
and the tourism workforce and how these vary according to economic, geographical and 
cultural context ± the status of tourism work; the impact of tourism work and the tourism 
workforce on the wider society in which it is located; the impact of social (demographic), 
economic and technological change on the tourism workforce and on tourism work; 
workforce themes within the context of tourism policy formulation and implementation; 
tourism within the wider labour market and skills narrative; tourism in terms of its workforce 
and labour process debates; and the position of tourism work and the tourism workforce in 
discussions of employment futures (Solnet et al., in press).  
 
Our contention is that it is not possible to understand and engage with any of these levels, be 
they the individual worker, organisational and managerial (HRM) themes, or the critical and 
µEURDGEUXVK¶environmental understandings which our conceptualisation provides ± in 
isolation. Yet our review reveals that the extant tourism (and hospitality) workforce literature 
is characterised by precisely such a piecemeal approach.   Building on this concern, we 
appropriate a macro-meso-micro conceptualisation, firstly, to make sense of the layered and 
hierarchically structured characteristics of the tourism workforce phenomena, and secondly, 
as a framework to critique extant knowledge and propose future directions to overcome the 
inherent deficiencies that we articulate. These three levels have been purposefully and widely 
applied in economics (e.g., Jenkins, 2005), in other service industries (e.g., Melton & 
Cunninham, 2014) and occasionally in the tourism literature (e.g., Lovelock & Boyd, 2006; 
Meler & Ruzic, 1999). However, there is no consensus or consistency vis-a-vis the 
conceptualisation of this framework, which is partially understandable given that units of 
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analysis differ from one disciplinary or investigative context to another. Even in the 
workforce domain, divergent applications are used, for example, Seck, Finch, Mor-Barak and 
Poverny (1993) and Gardner and Cogliser (2009) both consider the three levels to all operate 
within organisations. Nonetheless, we adopt a more comprehensive conceptualisation 
according with the integrative model of Halcomb and Davidson (2006) and workforce 
analysis of Reifels and Pirkis (2012), and this is presented in Figure 1. Before 
operationalising this model however, it is worth apprising ourselves of a body of tourism and 
hospitality research which have provided review, or review-type articles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Three-tiered workforce conceptualisation  
 
2.2. A retrospect of  prior workforce reviews in tourism 
Over the past two decades, a kernel of key review articles has provided insights into the state 
of workforce-related knowledge and research in the tourism and hospitality arena.  Typically, 
these meta-analyses have focused more directly upon the hospitality sector rather than on the 
wider tourism environment. We have selected over-arching workforce, tourism employment 
or HRM reviews and deliberately VHWDVLGHUHYLHZVRIVKDUSHUIRFXVHJ'HHU\	-DJR¶V
(2015) work/life balance review) regardless of their merit and recognising the limitations this 
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may impose on our analysis.  We first address these generic hospitality workforce reviews 
before turning to analyses that capture the broader tourism workforce landscape. 
 
In one of the first workforce reviews in the hospitality literature, Woods¶ (1999) futures work 
pondered on two scenarios - that HR will evolve to become more strategic or that HR will 
devolve into departmental remits (a theme that Solnet, Kralj & Baum returned to in 2015). 
Systematic, even empirical, reviews followed. Lucas and Deery (2004) examined the HRM-
related papers published in five leading tourism and hospitality journals in 2002 and 2003. 
They found that, using an a priori classification schema to quantify categories, the majority of 
HRM papers were concerned with employee development and employee relations, with 
somewhat fewer articles concentrating on employee resourcing and general HRM issues.  
Singh at al. (2007), on the other hand, in a sample of 40 HRM articles published in the 
International Journal of Hospitality Management between 1994 and 2003, identified nine 
common HRM themes; hospitality careers, training, satisfaction, turnover/recruitment, legal 
issues, gender, workplace, personnel development and performance measurement.   
 
More recent reviews have undertaken more extensive searches. Kusluvan et al. (2010), 
surveying the hospitality field, discerned seven research foci; employee/ personality/ 
employee intelligence, emotional/aesthetic labour, HRM practices, internal marketing, 
organisational culture/climate, business and HRM strategy, and employee job attitudes and 
behaviours. Because of their concern for the practical implications of research findings to 
date, the authors generated a relatively long list of generic recommendations to practitioners 
on how best to manage employees for optimum business outcomes. Some of these spilled 
over into policy and planning domains. Similarly, a more conceptually driven review 
(Davidson et al., 2011) highlighted the issues of generational change, training, skills and 
service quality, technology and the workforce, applications of strategic HRM, high 
performance work practices (HPWP) and use of the Balanced Scorecard, as well as 
casualisation and outsourcing as the most pressing areas of research concern for HRM in 
tourism and hospitality. Thus, both these latter reviews extended the earlier work of Lucas 
and Deery (2004) and Singh et al. (2007), who largely limited their analyses to employee and 
organisational issues, to make inferences about broader relevancies.  
 
A more recent review has taken a different tack. Focusing on just five HR functions; strategic 
HR, staffing, training, performance appraisal and compensation and benefits, Tracey (2014), 
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concludes that there are many thematic overlaps in the published literature but also suggests 
that  unique contextual variables have emerged and need closer interrogation in a quest for 
bettering our understanding of individual and organisational outcomes. There are then, in 
these reviews, some resonating themes that were flagged in Woods¶ (1999) futures review; 
that a range of HRM nuances and approaches are driven by location- and sector-specific 
factors. In short, many of these review articles reproduce the idea that the hospitality (and 
tourism) industry (and its workplace) is a unique context warranting individual research 
treatment.  
 
Rather than conduct a study of hospitality workforce issues per se, some authors have 
attempted to engage with the broader tourism landscape.  Baum (2007) conducted an analysis 
of change in tourism HRM over the two previous decades, predicated on his 1991 work, 
which was one of the earliest contributions to take a more inclusive and holistic tourism 
workforce approach. Influential social, economic, political and technological developments 
in the external environment are at the heart of this analysis and also provided evidence of 
contradiction and polarisation. Despite dominant global companies and apparent 
improvements in HRM practice in developed countries, poor work practices and 
marginalisation of tourism workers remain major issues in many parts of the world. In 
particular, Baum highlighted discrepancies and dilemmas in the areas of globalisation and 
global migration patterns, the impact of technology on the industry and its work practices, the 
emergence of aesthetic labour as a concern and concerns relating to the appropriate 
management of diversity in the workplace. In a recent reprise, Baum (2015: 210), while 
updating some of the developments that are fast-changing the global tourism environment, 
summed up his analysis³>i@WLVGLIILFXOWWRUHDFKPRUHRSWLPLVWLFFRQFOXVLRQVWRGD\´
Tellingly, none of Davidson et al, Baum or the other reviews cited earlier, provide a coherent 
justification for their choice of key themes and their exclusion of others, a criticism that can 
be directed more widely at literature of this kind. 
 
Contrarily, Ladkin (2011), in her exploration of tourism labour, conceptualised a triadic 
relationship between three key stakeholders for workforce knowledge development; the 
tourism worker, the tourism employer, and the tourism researcher. Ladkin attempted to 
develop a pioneering framework to foreground the tourism, as opposed to hospitality, 
workforce, embracing multi-disciplinary and methodological debate and acknowledging the 
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entanglements of the employment landscape (as did the reviews of Tracey, Davidson et al. 
and Baum in particular). However, she stopped tantalisingly short of proffering a holistic 
model that incorporates the multiple levels at which µworkforce¶ can be seen to operate. What 
emerges from consideration of these hospitality and big picture, or meta-reviews, whether 
research or policy orientated, is the sense of academic and application recidivism that 
overshadows their reading. The identified issues, the conclusions reached and, in many cases, 
the recommendations proposed across over 20 years of debate, do not vary significantly and 
highlight a dislocation between analysis and action. Solnet et al. (2014c) highlight this with 
regard to the policy formulation process in tourism employment but it is a criticism 
applicable equally to academic studies. We contend that there is a need for a comprehensive 
UHYLHZZLWKEURDGHQHGVHDUFKSDUDPHWHUVORRNLQJIRUDPRUHKROLVWLFµVQDSVKRW¶ RUµVWDWHRI
SOD\¶UHJDUGLQJ tourism and hospitality workforce research. Moreover, there is a need to 
reconcile the component parts of the tourism and hospitality workforce literature, be they 
topical, contextual, thematic, theoretical or conceptual. 
 
3.0. METHODS AND FINDINGS 
Our review of workforce research in the tourism and hospitality literature focused on the top 
four tourism journals and the top four hospitality journals (as measured by Impact Factor, 
2014). For the tourism field, the top four journals are Annals of Tourism Research, the 
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Tourism Management and the Journal of Travel Research. 
For the hospitality field, the top four journals are the International Journal of Hospitality 
Management, the International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Cornell 
Hospitality Quarterly, and the Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research. To capture the 
most recent thinking but also to gain insight into the development of knowledge over a period 
of time, we restricted the review period to the ten years from 2005 to 2014. In this period, the 
eight foremost T&H journals collectively published 6,449 articles, with Tourism 
Management being the most prolific source of output with 1,700 articles or just over a quarter 
of the total articles. When considering the hospitality journals alone, the International 
Journal of Hospitality Management published by far the most articles, with 43% of the total 
articles in the hospitality journals. We recognise that this selection of just eight journals (out 
of a potential list of 330 identified by McKercher, 20151) is a limitation but it is a necessary 
circumscription in order to ensure that our approach was manageable. In making this choice 
                                               
1
 McKercher, B. (2015) Dedicated Tourism, Hospitality and Events Journals, circulated on Trinet by the 
International Academy for the Study of Tourism, 12th October 2015 
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we have, of course, purposefully excluded consideration of the wide range of other T&H 
journals as well as contributions to the non-T&H literature that relate to workforce themes 
within a tourism industry context. 
 
Given the broad nature of our definition of workforce, it was necessary to select search 
parameters that would identify relevant articles across the entire spectrum of disciplinary 
underpinnings from whence workforce research may emanate. First, each of the authors 
suggested their own list of possible search terms. This initial round of deriving search terms 
resulted in a diverse array that would identify literature related to the worker (micro), the 
work organisation (meso), and the broader environment as it impacts on work (macro).  
 
Through an iterative process, and trialling in journal search fields, the lists of search terms 
were collated, compared and collapsed into a final list of seven search terms: employ* (which 
includes endings such as employee, employment, etc.); human resource* (which was also 
operationalised as HR, HRM etc.); work* (which includes endings such as worker and 
workforce); labour (and labor); frontline; staff; and job. These terms were considered generic 
enough to identify the most relevant articles, and specific enough not to generate an 
unmanageable sample.  
 
Using eDFKMRXUQDOSXEOLVKHU¶VSURSULHWDU\GDWDEDVHDOODUWLFOHVWKDWKDGDQ\one of the search 
terms as author-supplied keywords, with a publication year between 2005 and 2014, were 
located and downloaded. Details of each article were entered into a bespoke review 
catalogue. This process resulted in an initial sample of 490 articles. Closer inspection of the 
articles included in the initial sample revealed 32 articles that were not appropriate for a 
variety of reasons. For example some were opinion pieces (e.g. an interview with the GM of 
one company); some were short research notes simply proposing a research agenda; and 
others only treated keywords as a cursory afterthought. After removing superfluous entries 
from the catalogue, the final sample of articles for review included 458 articles. Table 1 
summarises the workforce articles by journal and the ratio of workforce-related articles to 
total articles published in each journal.  
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Table 1: Summary of review sample 
No. % No. %
Tourism Management 48 10.5 1700 2.8
Journal of Travel Research 10 2.2 501 2.0
Annals of Tourism Research 20 4.4 1170 1.7
Journal of Sustainable Tourism 4 0.9 633 0.6
82 17.9 4004 2.0
International Journal of Hospitality Management 172 37.6 1062 16.2
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 121 26.4 592 20.4
Cornell Hospitality Quarterly (formerly CHRAQ) 58 12.7 510 11.4
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 25 5.5 281 8.9
376 82.1 2445 15.4
TOTAL 458 100 6449 7.1
Tourism Total
Hospitality Total
To
u
ri
sm
H
o
sp
it
ai
lt
y
Frequency of 
articles by 
journal
Total articles 
published in 
journal
 
 
Workforce research is clearly dominated by hospitality researchers. One demonstration of 
this is that WKHOLRQ¶VVKDUHRIDUWLFOHV (82 per cent) from our review sample is published in the 
hospitality journals.  Further evidence is in the ratio of workforce-related articles to total 
published articles ± it is consistently and substantially higher in the hospitality journals (15 
per cent of all articles published in the leading hospitality journals) than the tourism journals 
(only 2 per cent of all articles published in the leading tourism journals).  Figure 2 depicts the 
total articles published in all eight journals by year, broken down by workforce-related 
articles and other articles. Although a greater number of workforce-related articles have been 
published in the latter half of the sample period, the total number of articles published has 
also increased substantially. Thus, the ratio of workforce articles to total published articles 
has not changed significantly over the same timeframe. We will return to the representation 
of workforce themes in the T&H literature later in our discussion.  
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Figure 2: Total articles published by year   
 
For each article in the review catalogue, the research team identified primary workforce 
topics. This resulted in an initial list of over 1000 individual topics. Inspection of the list 
resulted in the identification of semantic similarities between individually identified topics. 
This enabled the researchers to collapse the initial list of individual topics into 74. From 
there, the research team engaged in an iterative process of grouping topics into themes and 
comparing these overarching themes as proposed by members of the team. Then we returned 
to the review catalogue to consider the fit of topics, topic areas and themes under 
consideration. These themes were then further collapsed into more meaningful and inclusive 
groups, before finally settling on a set of five distilled over-arching themes that provide a 
coherent summary of the contents and thrust of the articles contained in the review catalogue. 
Table 2 summarises the five themes and the topic areas related to each. The table also 
demonstrates the alignment of themes with the macro-meso-micro definitional framework 
that we introduced earlier for the term workforce, which ultimately will inform our proposed 
taxonomy.  
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Table 2: Summary of review themes and topic areas  
M
A
C
R
O Tourism work 
and the wider 
society
economics, inc. impact, labour markets, tourism supply, etc.; HRD / workforce policy & 
planning; tourism planning; labour mobility; Labour regulation (law, unions, etc.); 
employment agencies; customer perceptions of employees/managers/HR practices; 
link between tourism and increase in sex workers; T&H workforce research
Organisational 
practices and 
functions
HR/HRM/strategies/systems/practices/functions/high-performance work practices; 
recruitment & selection practices; training & development; org./managerial practices 
& responsibilities (e.g. decision making); pay compensation and rewards; scheduling 
practices; talent management; wages; knowledge sharing and use of information; 
retention; HRM trends/changes/issues/challenges; rg/dept. 
performance/effectiveness, inc. labour productivity; organisational change; 
assessment centres; employee work outcomes; labour costs
The job, the 
workplace and 
the work 
environment
workplace / work environment; job characteristics and demands; discrimination and 
harassment; turnover; service mgmt, inc. orientation, delivery, failure etc.; 
organisational culture and climate; occupational communities/cultures; job crafting; 
employees' experiences; work experience / experiential learning
Worker 
attitudes and 
behaviours
employee/manager values, attitudes & perceptions; job satisfaction; 
employee/manager behaviours; organisational commitment; emotional labour; 
burnout/stress/exhaustion/disengagement; organisational citizenship behaviour; 
engagement; trust; job embeddedness; leadership; empowerment; organisational/ 
supervisor/co-worker support; job performance; roles; motivation; creativity; 
psychological contract; team/group; psychological capital; core self-evaluations
Workforce 
composition 
and worker 
characteristics
employees with disabilities; skills and competencies; employment status (inc. 
contingent and migrant workers); diversity; volunteers; gender; labour composition / 
transient workforce; working holiday-makers; personal 
characteristics/attributes/traits (inc. demographics + Gen Y); work-family / work-life; 
career; students/graduates/degrees
M
IC
R
O
M
E
S
O
 
 
Figure 3 illustrates the themes as a proportion of all individual (1000+) T&H workforce 
research topics in the sample.  7KHPLFURWKHPHRIµZRUNHUDWWLWXGHVDQG EHKDYLRXUV¶FOHDUO\
dominates the research. Within this theme, the most prolific topic areas, each with over 50 
papers talking to them, included employee/manager values, attitudes and perceptions (69), 
job satisfaction (68) and emotional labour (51). Topics that are well trodden in the generic 
literature, such as the psychological contract (3) and emerging constructs, such as job-
embeddedness (4), are examples of less-treated workforce research areas. 
 
Three themes represented reasonably equal numbers of topicsµZRUNIRUFHFRPSRVLWLRQDQG
ZRUNHUFKDUDFWHULVWLFV¶PLFURµMREWKHZRUNSODFHDQGWKHZRUNHQYLURQPHQW¶PHVRDQG
µRUJDQLVDWLRQDOSUDFWLFHVDQGIXQFWLRQV¶PHVR In tKHµZRUNIRUFHFRPSRVLWLRQDQGZRUNHU
characteristics¶WKHZork-family / work-life balance papers (41) and personal 
characteristics/attributes/traits (40), for instance Gen Y research, were the most prolific. 
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Topics such as working holiday makers (3) and volunteers (2), though scarce, demonstrate 
the diversity of workforce topics we captured. The most populous topic in the µMREWKH
ZRUNSODFHDQGWKHZRUNHQYLURQPHQW¶ category, omnipresent in the T&H literature, was 
turnover (46). Service management (33) and workplace/work environment (22) was well-
represented but research regarding employee experiences (3) and job crafting (1) was scant.  
7KHWKHPHµRUJDQLVDWLRQDOSUDFWLFHVDQGIXQFWLRQV¶Zas dominated by work treating 
HR/HRM strategies, systems, practices and functions (46). Specific HR functions like 
recruitment and selection (18), training and development (17) and organisational performance 
(e.g., labour productivity) formed the staple topics of this theme, while seemingly intractable 
topics like wages (2) and emergent ones, such as assessment centres (1), only just registered.  
 
Our fifth theme, with the smallest representation in our sample, µWRXULVPZRUNDQGWKHZLGHU
VRFLHW\¶KDGKDOILWVWRSLFVVXSSOLHGE\SDSHUVGHDOLQJZLWKHFRQRPLFVIRULQVWDQFH
workforce impacts, labour markets, tourism supply). Policy formulation and implementation 
also come under this heading. There are also a small number of studies that consider the 
tourism workforce in a wider international or comparative trans-national context. Relatively 
few papers were dedicated to what we would see as pertinent issues like labour mobility (4), 
tourism planning (3) or even T&H workforce research.  
 
 
Figure 3: Representation of themes by individual topics in sample  
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Examining the themes as they relate to our definitional framework, it appears the 
preponderance of T&H workforce research has focused on the micro-level themes related to 
the worker. Of these two micro-OHYHOWKHPHVWKHµDWWLWXGHVDQGEHKDYLRXUV¶WKHPHVWDQGVRXW
Almost half of all the 1000+ individual topics identified in the initial coding belong to the 
µDWWLWXGHVDQGEHKDYLRXUV¶WKHPH7KLVmay be a reflection on the managerial and 
organisational behavioural focus of hospitality-based workforce research that is highly 
positivist in its orientation (as will be discussed later in this paper). Just under a third of all 
individual topics fell into the two meso-level themes. These two themes were almost equally 
represented. Most notably however, less than a tenth of all individual topic areas fell into the 
macro-level theme. The WKHPHRIµWRXULVPZRUNLQWKHZLGHUVRFLHW\¶LVUHSUHVHQWHG
substantially more in the tourism journals than in the hospitality journals. Futures-oriented 
studies on the tourism workforce are generally well rooted in the wider context of changes in 
work, technology, demography and consumer expectations, rightly identified as major 
influences on the workforce (Solnet et al, 2014a; Robinson et al, 2014a; Solnet et al, in 
press).  Again this is perhaps reflective of a more sociological orientation in many tourism 
journals versus a managerial perspective in the hospitality journals.   
 
4.0 ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE 
Further analysis of our systematic review data has enabled us to raise a range of observations, 
criticisms and, from these, reflections. We now classify our analysis as workforce themes in 
the T&H literature that we would consider to be µRYHUUHSUHVHQWHG¶WKRVHWKDWDUH
µunderrHSUHVHQWHG¶DQGILQDOO\WKHPHVWKDWwe would see as µPLVUHSUHVHQWHG¶ as we develop a 
tourism workforce µUHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶QDUUDWLYH We did consider a further classification of 
µXQUHSUHVHQWHG¶EXWUHFRJQLVHGWKDWWKLVZRXOGEHDVWHSEH\RQGRXUGDWDDQGDYHQWXUHLQWR
the speculative. 
 
4.1 µ2YHUUHSUHVHQWHG¶ 
Referring back to Table 1, and reiterating our earlier observation, the workforce literature is 
clearly dominated by research published in the hospitality journals. Reading this in 
combination with Figure 3, it is clear there is a wealth of research at the micro-, or individual 
worker level and at the meso- , or organisational, level and that, arguably, this represents 
excess to the extent that few theoretical debates are advanced significantly on the basis of 
these studies. To reiterate, at the micro- OHYHOZHLGHQWLILHGWZRPDMRUWKHPHVµZRUNIRUFH
composition and workforce characteULVWLFV¶DQGµZRUNHUDWWLWXGHVDQGEHKDYLRXUV¶$Q
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example of research typical of the first theme, which could be conceptualised as the 
foundation of the tourism workforce, is the work of Kara, Uysal and Magnini (2012), who 
studied the gender difference (i.e. personal characteristics) impacts of hotel workers on job 
VDWLVIDFWLRQ-DQWD¶VUHVHDUFKRQZRUNIRUFHGLYHUVLW\in terms of the profiles and work 
experiences of Polish migrants finding employment into the UK hospitality industry also fits 
this first theme. While both these papers are published in our hospitality journal sample, as 
are most in this theme, there are exceptions. For, example Karatepe et alV¶ (2006) study of 
KRWHOZRUNHU¶VMREVDWLVIDFWLRQDVLQIOXHQFHGE\WKHLULQGLYLGXDOFKDUDFWHULstics is published in 
Tourism Management. On the other hand, WKHVHFRQGWKHPHµZRUNHUDWWLWXGHVDQG
EHKDYLRXUV¶is represented by papers such as 5RELQVRQHWDOV¶aZRUNRQHPSOR\HH¶V
job embeddedness on organisational commitment and intention to quit.  
 
Moving to the meso-, or organisational, level, DJDLQWZRWKHPHVSUHGRPLQDWH7KHILUVWLVµWKH
job, workplace and work environment¶. Evidently, these are organisation influences on the 
ZRUNIRUFHDQG&KDQ¶VW\SRORJ\RIIDFWRUVLQIOXHQFLQJDIXQworkplace serves as a 
clear H[DPSOH7KHVHFRQGWKHPHµRUJDQLVDWLRQDOSUDFWLFHVDQGIXQFWLRQV¶LVW\SLILHGE\
topics dealing with HR practices and systems and knowledge sharing. An example from our 
review sample is research on the relationship between compensation practices and firm 
performance (Namasivayam, Miao & Zhao, 2007).The vast majority of these papers are 
published across the four hospitality journals sampled in our review. 
 
Another factor contributing to what we argue is a proliferation of articles across the micro- 
and meso- levels is that large studies are often µVOLFHGDQGGLFHG¶LQWRDVHULHVRISDSHUV
These articles may emanate from doctoral studies or larger funded projects. An example of 
PhD work that has been apportioned to tell a number of stories to different audiences is that 
RI-DQWD¶VUHVHDUFKRQ3ROLVKPLJUDQWH[SHULHQFHVresulting in publication in quality articles 
in two of the tourism journals (Janta et al., 2011; Janta, 2011; Janta et al., 2012), and one 
hospitality journal, in our review sample, as well as another elsewhere (Janta & Ladkin, 
2009). Similarly, a project to develop a regional tourism employment plan, funded by the 
Australian Government, yielded three outputs in the review sample for the researchers 
(Solnet et al., 2014a; Robinson et al., 2014b; Solnet et al., 2014b). While not levelling 
criticism at this practice, in the FRQWHPSRUDU\µpublish or perish¶DFDGHPLFHQYLURQPHQW
impact is still largely determined by somewhat obscure quality and quantity quotients (Hall, 
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2011), which promotes the generation of multiple outputs from substantive, and possibly 
even somewhat less substantive work. 
 
Our analysis could lead to the conclusion that workforce research can neatly be allocated as 
either micro- or meso- level. However, more commonly, we found much of the literature 
traverses those two levels. Indeed, in the region of half of our sample was cross-coded in this 
manner. A prime example is Lee et als¶ (2013) work which investigated the influence of 
leadership styles on employee attitudes towards a target organisational practice. This is a 
hybrid of the organisational practices and functions (macro) and worker attitudes and 
behaviours (micro) themes. Similarly, the work of Robinson and Beesley (2010), which 
investigates thHGLVFRQQHFWEHWZHHQFKHIV¶FUHDWLYHLQVWLQFWVDQGWKHRUJDQLVDWLRQDOSUDFWLFHV
of deskilling and standardisation captures both individual characteristics and organisational 
practices. While this last example is published in a tourism journal, we reiterate that the vast 
majority of papers captured in our analysis and categorised as meso-, micro-, or cross coded, 
appear in the four hospitality outlets.  
 
While these in themselves are mundane observations, when one looks at the particular 
constructs being examined across the micro- and meso- levels, there are hints of further 
overrepresentations. The first of these is that routine constructs developed in, and borrowed 
from, the HR and OB literature are being applied in the tourism workforce domain. Narrowly 
scoped investigations of job satisfaction and organisational commitment are prime examples 
of this practice. As an example, one study examined differences in levels of job satisfaction 
in two different regions (e.g. Gallardo et al,, 2010). Another study investigated the effect of 
personality traits on job satisfaction and organisational commitment (Silva, 2006). This is 
largely a symptom of researchers arguing that tourism and/or hospitality are unique and 
hence important contexts for theory testing (cf. Rivera & Upchurch, 2008; Tracey, 2014), 
although the underpinning rationale that the T&H industries are uniquely 365/24/7 and/or 
service orientated probably does not stand up to rigorous scrutiny, when compared to a range 
of other industries for example retail and healthcare (Duxbury et al., 2007).  
 
Although this review is not an analysis over time, but rather a snapshot of a period in time, 
also observable in our data was a lack of innovation, experimentation or sophistication in 
methodology. In fact over the ten years of our analysis, single cross-sectional surveys 
analysed with SEM are the norm. Rapid advances in software analysis packages have 
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facilitated this type of technically sound (Ryan, 2015), yet often less than conceptually 
profound, work to proliferate. Similarly, qualitative work, scarce as it is, relies largely on 
single-point-in-time semi-structured interviews (cf. the valuable 2008 Kline & Harris study 
RIKRWHOLHU¶VQHJOHFWRIPHDVXULQJWKH52,RIWUDLQLQJ, rarely accessing multi-method or 
more complete ethnographic approaches that have a deep heritage in early hospitality 
workforce studies (cf. Whyte, 1948; Fine, 2008). Qualitative research is even considered by 
some as non-empirical and/or conceptual in nature (cf. Rivera & Upchurch, 2008). Needless 
to say the vast majority of the meso- and micro- level research studies are quantitative and 
consist of a remodelling of many well-understood variables from management, strategy and 
marketing journals and overwhelmingly provide support for hypotheses logically derived a 
priori from the literature. Ryan (2015) claims that this may be a product of hospitality 
researcher attempts to make their work accessible to practitioner industry audiences. 
Regardless, the majority of workforce papers in the tourism journals in the sample also 
employ positivistic quantitative approaches, as even gleaning their titles discloses: for 
µDQWHFHGHQWV¶µVFDOHGHYHORSPHQW¶µPRGHUDWLQJPHGLDWLQJIDFWRUV¶DQGVRRQHJ&KHQ	
Kao, 2012; Chu & Murrmann, 2006; Namasivayam & Zhao, 2007).  
 
,QFUHDVLQJO\DWUHQGLQWKHKRVSLWDOLW\OLWHUDWXUHLVZKDW5\DQWHUPVD³VZLWFKIURPWKH1RUWK
$WODQWLFKHJHPRQ\RI1RUWK$PHULFDDQG:HVWHUQ(XURSHWRWKHHPHUJHQWQDWLRQVRI$VLD´
(2015: 349). Indeed, a review of journals approximating with our sample found that less than 
1% of articles between 1978 and 2008 related to Chinese tourism or hospitality (Tsang & 
Hsu, 2011). This shift is certainly apparent in our workforce sample, as evidenced by many 
Asian-heritage scholars publishing empirical work based on data collected in Asian-industrial 
contexts. This indeed may go some way to explaining the predominant application of 
quantitative positivist methods. Indeed, similar observations are made in the generic 
management/HR and OB literature, some of which question the validity of western-
developed theory in Asian (mainly Chinese) contexts due to the fundamentally differing 
intellectual origins, conceptual models, and paradigmatic positions of western versus eastern 
cultures (Cheung et al, 2012). This is even more pertinent in the sense that studies often 
conclude that cultural values and practices have impacted on the findings (Li & Nesbit, 
2014). Moreover, sampling issues and an evident paucity of theory development further 
characterise workforce research as published in disciplinary journals. A significant narrative 
in the HR/OB field is consensual in arguing that western developed research tools that are 
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grounded in western conceptual and analytic frameworks and then employed to investigate 
workforce issues in non-western contexts generates outcomes that are superficial and lack 
penetrative explanatory qualities (Cooke, 2009). It is important then, to also take stock of 
these issues when considering the contributions of a significant portion of tourism, or more 
specifically hospitality, research studies as they appear in journals in the T&H field. 
 
4.2. µUnderrepresented¶ 
Although it is our contention that there is a general underrepresentation of workforce research 
in the T&H literature, it is worth acknowledging evidence of a clear trend that points to an 
increase in published research in this area over the timeframe of this analysis. However, this 
needs to be seen in the context of an overall increase in total article publications, particularly 
since 2010 (see Table 1 and Figure 2). Thus, notwithstanding an increase from the scarce 
years of tourism workforce research representation in 2005 and 2006, the trend line has 
somewhat flat-lined. Hence, the obverse of some of the observations from the above section 
is manifest when looking at the representation of workforce debates LQWRXULVP¶VIRXUSUHPLHU
journals. 
 
Our data shows that just 2% of research in the tourism journals in the sample, and 15% in the 
hospitality journals, over the study timeframe, give coverage to workforce issues. Moreover, 
the majority of this research output in tourism journals is at the macro-level, and hence 
misses the opportunity to engage with key issues that are critical in contemporary tourism, for 
example how the tourism worker might benefit, or not, from emerging economic growth 
policy instruments like pro-poor or developmental tourism for poverty alleviation (e.g., 
Snyman, 2012). It is worth pondering the roles played by tourism journal gatekeepers, as 
others have (Ballantyne et al., 2009). Do they consider micro- and meso- level research work 
DVµKRVSLWDOLW\¶DQGKHQFHOHVVUHOHYDQWWRWKHLUDXGLHQFHV" 
 
This last work by Snyman also highlights another associated underrepresentation in the 
literature and that is studies that connect the macro, meso and micro levels. Snyman 
addresses this via investigation of a policy intervention to reduce poverty by taking account 
of the lives of workers and the tourism enterprises they are employed in. Similarly, Solnet et 
al. (2014b), in their consideration of regional tourism destinations addressing skills shortages 
GHYHORSDWRROIRUGHVWLQDWLRQVDQGRUJDQLVDWLRQVWRUHFUXLWZRUNHUVZKRµILW¶+RZHYHU
studies of this nature are rare.  
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Notwithstanding the presence of some macro-level studies in the tourism journals, what is 
certainly clear in a wider sense is that there is a paucity of research published within the 
academy that investigates this level, in fact less than a tenth of our sample gave direct 
coverage to work of this kind. 'XQFDQHWDOV¶ZRUNIRUFHmobilities analysis RU7HUU\¶V
(2014LQYHVWLJDWLRQRIYROXQWHHUWRXULVP¶VSRWHQWLDOWRDOOHYLDWHHPSOR\PHQWLVVXHVare 
relatively rare examples. Similarly underrepresented is macro-OHYHOUHVHDUFKLQRXUVDPSOH¶V
hospitality journals. Some work, such as that of Zopiatis, Constanti and Theocharous (2014), 
ZKLFKH[DPLQHVPLJUDQWODERXU*LEVRQ¶VFUXLVHLQGXVWU\HPSOR\PHQWUHVHDUFKand 
Tavitiyaman, Qu and Zhang¶V (2011) study of industry factors that impact on strategy and 
hotel performance, by their very nature must engage with macro-level factors but do so as a 
µE\-SURGXFW¶RIWKHLUUDWKHUmore specific objectives. It is, therefore, noteworthy that there is a 
lack of recognition of the globalisation of tourism workforce issues. While some research in 
our sample does acknowledge this theme (e.g., Jarvis & Peel, 2013; Williams & Shaw, 2011), 
for most it is by implication rather than be deliberate design. Moreover, the literature does not 
generally report the macro-level research commissioned by transnational bodies (UNWTO, 
WTTC, ILO), which often traverse the levels, for example engaging with detailed 
demographic trends (Baum, 2012, 2013). 
 
While we highlighted the concentration of workforce articles in the hospitality journals in the 
previous section, contrarily, we can also consider this an underrepresentation. On average 
only 15% of articles in the hospitality journals are dedicated to workforce matters, when 
compared to the claimed paramount importance of workforce (Enz, 2001; 2009) and HRM 
themes (King et al., 2011) by practitioners and academics alike. This suggests a significant 
disconnect. Indeed, this number would be far less if it was not for the contributions of several 
highly prolific authors both in our sample and outside it. We argue that, as a consequence of 
the aforementioned absence of theory testing, very little new knowledge, or theory building, 
occurs in tourism and/or hospitality workforce research. Further developing the theme of 
methods and methodology, we note that scant research studies can be identified that attempt 
to conceptualise and bring together as a whole the research undertaken in an area. Although 
not within this sample, the work of Lugosi et al. (2009) in modelling the relationship between 
hospitality management, hospitality studies and critical hospitality management research 
serves as an exemplar of research that can be described as an DWWHPSWDWµXQLILFDWLRQVWXGLHV¶
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or bringing together parts into a whole (see also Ottenbacher et al., 2009). While 
acknowledging that paradigmatic positions are highly contested in the T&H domain (cf. 
7ULEH'DQQ	-DPDOH[SORUDWRU\TXDOLWDWLYHVWXGLHVDQGµSRW-KROLQJ¶TXDQWLWDWLYH
studies, in relative isolation from anything other than a few articles to frame a tidy study, 
proliferate. This militates against the development of robust frameworks within which 
knowledge in an emerging (T&H) domain, let alone workforce research, can advance 
incrementally and with agreed purpose. Studies that debate the finer points of methodology 
and approaches for T&H workforce research are rare (cf. Ladkin, 2011; Robinson et al., 
2014c). In a similar vein, conceptual papers which challenge extant narratives and 
assumptions and propose new theoretical models are almost completely absent (Ladkin, 2011 
being a notable exception) and this has also been observed of tourism research generically 
(Xin, Tribe & Chambers, 2013).    
 
4.3. µMisrepresented¶ 
The largest misrepresentation that emerges from the above discourse is that tourism 
workforce domain is synonymous with µKRVSLWDOLW\¶. Liu and Wall (2006) spoke to this 
disconnect in their study of barriers to workforce development in the context of tourism in 
China. Notably, although they proposed a state policy-T&H industry-regional framework, 
this stopped short of the micro-level considerations we have proposed in this study. Part of 
the issue with respect to the tourism-hospitality disjuncture resides in issues of nomenclature. 
Highly focused OB or HR or even strategy research that is located within hotel, restaurant or 
similar businesses, by not making more direct references to employment, labour markets or 
even the workforce, by default remain in the hospitality domain and may not reach the 
attention of the tourism academy. Moreover, there are structural explanations for this within 
the academy. Tourism and hospitality may be located in different departments across 
different jurisdictions. In Australia and the UK, H&T are often incorporated, but the US, and 
hence Asian tradition, may domicile hospitality in business and management departments and 
tourism in leisure, parks and recreation. It may not occur to researchers working within these 
latter arrangements to cross-reference their work to both tourism and hospitality audiences.  
 
An outcome of the rhetoric that hospitality is tourism employment is that the workforce 
narrative is represented only by business and management studies. Thus, sociological 
examinations of the Whyte (1948), Fine (2008) and Wood (1994) genre are largely absent. 
One exception to this is a study by Rydzik, Pritchard, Morgan & Sedgley (2013) that 
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involved tourism migrant workers creating artworks to express their transformative 
experiences ± contributing to knowledge on identity formation and community development 
though mobility and tourism employment. Even econometric studies are also fleeting, with 
works such as those of Smeral (2009) conspicuous by their rarity. This last work also 
challenges the misrepresentation of tourism workforce as a trenchant problem ± as secondary 
to product and experience development, infrastructure and marketing priorities. Rather, 
Smeral (2009) argues that measurable inputs of labour, as opposed to capital and/or 
information and communication technologies, is the key driver of hospitality (and, by proxy, 
tourism) industry growth. Some other research contradicts established tourism myths, such as 
that of the prevalence of SMEs, often cited as a key workforce challenge. Smith (2006) 
contends that the proportion of SMEs in tourism is actually lower than that in other industrial 
VHFWRUVFKDOOHQJLQJWKHVHFWRU¶VGHSLFWLRQDVRQHZKHUHVPDOOEXVLQHVVHVDVBaum and 
Szivas (2008) contend, convolute workforce development (for other myths see McKercher & 
Prideaux, 2014).  
 
The job profile of those working in hospitality and tourism is developing in line with wider 
social, economic and technological change and there are many highly skilled roles emerging 
in the industry (Solnet et al, in press). Yet the dominant discourse in much of the literature is 
to start with the what might be called Orwellian stigmas including, to name a few, low 
skills/deskilling, low entry barriers, the 365/24/7 demand for service, poor working 
conditions, intrinsically unrewarding repetitive jobs (e.g. Pienaar & Willemse, 2008), 
hierarchical organisations, precarious and/or seasonal employment (e.g. Lundberg, 
Gudmundson & Andersson, 2009), even deviance and exploitation (e.g. Harris, 2012). While 
this may well be the case in some if not many circumstances, the lazy reproduction of these 
ideas as the assumptive base of research endeavours is, arguably, a misrepresentation of the 
nature of many aspects of the T&H workforce, especially in the developing world (cf. 
*HQWU\¶VVWXG\RI%HOL]HDQZRPHQ	+LJJLQV-DesbiROOHV¶DFFRXQWRI$UJHQWLQLDQ
hotel workers). Narratives in the migrant (Janta, et al, 2011, 2012) and mobilities literature 
(Riley, Ladkin & Szivas, 2002) frame tourism employment as a final option, or in the case of 
working holiday makers, as tourists first and workers last (Cohen, 2011). A notable challenge 
WRWKLVGLVFRXUVHLV9DXJHRLVDQG5ROOLQV¶HPSLULFDOFRQWHVWDWLRQRIWRXULVPDVD
µUHIXJHHPSOR\HU¶It is difficult, we contend, to develop new knowledge in a research 
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environment when sXEMHFWHGWRWKHSHUSHWXDWLRQRIµhalf-WUXWKV¶LQWKHFRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQDQG
framing of research problems.  
 
5.0. $352326('µ:25.)25&(5(6($5&+7$;2120<¶ 
This study highlights a number of key issues with respect to workforce research in the T&H 
literature. Our starting point was to contend that workforce is a relatively neglected theme in 
the T&H literature and the evidence from this analysis certainly bears this out. Our analysis 
of the ten year time frame highlights the relative paucity of workforce research published in 
the leading tourism and hospitality journals and notes the particular inattention to this theme 
in four major tourism publications. By contrast, the four hospitality journals that were 
interrogated included rather more workforce-related studies but even here their presence was 
limited when set alongside other major themes. This disparity in itself leads to questions 
about how the respective journals perceive themselves and the boundaries of their academic 
µSDWFKHV¶DQGKLJKOLJKWVWKHWHQVLRQs that exist between the two areas, to which we have 
already alluded. 
Of course, our case for neglect is predicated upon acceptance of the argument that workforce 
and its associated sub-themes are, indeed, of the level of importance that we ascribe. We 
accept that there are arguments that, alongside the themes that dominate the T&H literature ± 
marketing, technology, the natural environment, culture and others ± some may see 
workforce concerns as marginal at best. Both the work of Ballantyne et al. (2009) and Cheng 
et al. (2011) would seem to adopt this position. However, we would counter this argument by 
noting the cross-cutting nature of workforce concerns in T&H, impinging directly on and 
drawing from the major social science fields of anthropology, economics, geography, 
political science, psychology and sociology. How it is that an activity that is central to the 
lives of people and communities in all cultures ± work ± can be marginalised in this way 
when placed in the context of a specific economic sector, T&H, is perplexing. The workforce 
in T&H is also cross-cutting in relation to a number of the themes which dominate 
publications in this area ± sustainability, human rights, culture, product/service development 
and delivery and destination management among others. 
We also recognise the possibility that the neglect of workforce research may simply be the 
product of poor research, that far too few papers meet the standard demanded by the eight 
leading journals in the T&H field. The rigorous review process through which all papers 
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submitted are subjected acts as an important filter in terms of both quality and fit with the 
aims of the publication. It is interesting to speculate about the rejection rate and reasons for 
rejection for workforce-related research by the eight journals that formed our sampling frame. 
Such information is currently not available but we would challenge editors to publish this 
data and even allow access to the reasons for rejection of papers within this (and other) 
domains. This would help to dispel any sense that work in a particular area is not given 
appropriate recognition within the review process. 
As well as addressing the neglect (or otherwise) of workforce themes in the major T&H 
journals, our purpose was to assess and classify those papers that did make it through the 
review process to publication. Our consideration of 458 contributions from the ten year 
timeframe, led us through a classificatory process that enabled broad labelling of papers as 
µPLFUR¶µPHVR¶DQGµPDFUR¶RQWKH EDVLVRIWKHLUIRFXVDQGWKHHPSLULFDOµODERUDWRU\¶ZLWKLQ
which the research was located. A number of the papers did straddle more than one area but, 
broadly speaking, the process of classification enabled us to flesh out our three original 
categories and to illustrate the areas of workforce research within each.  
 
Figure 4 presents a classification and the sub-categories in each as a model that straddles 
conception as a typology or taxonomy of workforce research in T&H, and possibly beyond. 
In proposing a typology or taxonomy for workforce research, we are heartened by the 
arguments in favour of this approach by Dellbridge and Fiss (2013) in which they clearly 
articulate the value that the use of classifications can bring to advancing theory within the 
business and management space. However, we believe that our approach in this paper 
challenges the criteria set out by Snow and Ketchen (2014:231) for an effective typology 
ZKHQWKH\DUJXHWKDW³ideal types are comprehensive and mutually exclusive, the types can be 
validly and reliably measured, and the theoretical foundation underlying the typology is 
FOHDUO\DUWLFXODWHG´ We do not see the mutual exclusivity of a typology in the tourism 
workforce space and, as a result, describe what follows as a taxonomy. 
 
The initial feature of this model, as informed by our analysis, depicts the macro as not 
distinct from, but rather embracing, the meso and micro, thus immediately signalling the 
inherent interconnections and interdependencies of all these forces and factors on the tourism 
workforce. The three levels in our taxonomy are populated by examples of selected themes 
and topics from our analysis. Of note within this depiction is the overlap that exists between 
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our conception of micro and meso, areas that cross-cut concern for the individual with a 
focus on organisational outcomes and needs. And this distinguishes our model from those 
that informed its development, notably Halcomb and Davidson (2006) and Reifels and Pirkis 
(2012).  
Figure 4: Taxonomy of Workforce Research in Tourism & Hospitality 
 
 
This area of overlap is worthy of further discussion along two lines, first that captured here is 
the nexus between organisation and worker ± or the host-guest nexus. From a meso 
perspective, customer attitudes and behaviours are an outcome of organisational dynamics 
(e.g. Chi & Gursoy, 2009). Yet it is the individual worker, at the micro level, that interacts 
directly with the tourist/guest to provide the tourism experience. The co-creation of value 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004) at the point of interaction between the service provider and the 
customer is a unique characteristic of the tourism and hospitality work environment 
(Andersson Cederholm & Hultman, 2010), with implications for workers such as emotional 
labour, role conflict and cognitive dissonance (cf. Chen & Kao, 2012; Karatepe & 
Aleshinloye, 2009; Yang, 2010). This guest/host interaction impacts concomitantly on 
worker and customer attitudes and behaviours, thus highlighting the micro-meso overlap. 
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Second, SMEs again are demonstrative of the meso-micro interface whereby owner can be 
manager and worker simultaneously. Although we earlier leaned on Smith (2006) to dispel 
WKHUKHWRULFWKDW60(VDUHDXQLTXHWRXULVPµOLIHIRUP¶, small businesses are nonetheless an 
LPSRUWDQWSDUWRIWKHLQGXVWU\¶VIDEULFThus, the inherent connection between organisation 
and individual via this example is glaring. Often, as Getz and Carlsen (2005) highlight, SMEs 
are family businesses ± indeed those with four or fewer employees are sometimes labelled 
µPLFUR-EXVLQHVVHV¶7KH\IRXQGWKDWFKLOGUHQZHUHRIWHQHPSOR\HGDQGWKLVOHDYHVRSHQ
VXJJHVWLRQVRIµJUH\HFRQRPLHV¶VXFKWKDWYDULRXVIRUPVRIEHQHILWVDQGFDSLWDODFFXPXODWHLQ
lieu of regular wages. This, in turns, raises a range of human rights pertaining to children and 
their families issues (child labour, sex tourism work) that rarely feature in the extant tourism 
workforce literature (but see, for example, Black, 1995; Boardman et al, 2015; Edralin, 2002; 
Plüss, 1999). Moreover, although Brizek and Khan (2007) rightly point of the evolution of 
entrepreneurship into corporations, Getz and Carlsen highlight that SMEs, in their review of 
family businesses, are often born of entrepreneurship. Although this is not the focus of the 
paper per se the various motivations for entrepreneurship in tourism and hospitality, for 
H[DPSOHOLIHVW\OHRUµVHDFKDQJH¶RUpartners (typically female) supplementing incomes or 
seeking fulfilment (which paradoxically often brings further stresVHVDV/LHWDOV¶(2013) study 
of American B&B operators highlights), bring richness and salience to this micro-meso 
overlap. 
This taxonomy provides a definitional tool designed to assist workforce researchers to locate 
their work within the broad and multi-tiered spectrum of studies in this space.  We also see 
this classification as potentially of value to journal editors and the reviewers of submitted 
papers in gaining a clearer insight into research within the workforce family of studies. These 
studies are bound together by their common roots in seeking to contribute to hitherto under-
developed understanding of the workforce environment and its multiple layers. It is our 
contention that explanatory power will only be attainable through research in this field when 
those expressing concern for the range of issues to which we have alluded earlier (such as 
labour turnover, professionalisation of the sector, skills shortages, a mismatch of graduate 
skills and industry expectations) recognize the inter-connectedness of the micro, meso and 
macro layers within the workforce environment. Further, this taxonomy brings into sharp 
relief the three structural research issues enunciated at the beginning of this paper: that the 
extant literature is dominated by managerial/organisational/HRM approaches; that hitherto 
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workforce has been considered as the purview of hospitality researchers; and that those few 
studies that do attempt to reconcile or comment on tourism workforce holistically are lacking 
theoretical and conceptual underpinnings. 
6.0 FINAL REFLECTIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
We postulate that this analysis and the taxonomy that we derive from it provides a solid 
IRXQGDWLRQIRUYDOLGDWLQJµZRUNIRUFH¶DVDQRPHQFODWXUHDSSURSULDWHO\LQFOXVLYHRIWKH
YDULRXVµFRPSRQHQWSDUWV¶RIWKHWRXULVPODERXUDQGHPSOR\PHQWVSDFH0RUHRYHULWZLOO
enable verifiable claims to be made in relation to a number of areas, that the tourism 
workforce literature is deficient: in its coherence between the three identified levels; in 
providing understanding of the declared theoretical positions that underpin knowledge 
claims; in recognising challenges to dominant Euro-American scientific assumptions; and 
clarifying underpinning social scientific lens/es and enabling greater consistency in the use of 
terminology. 
 
Our analysis also enables us to propose areas where future workforce research in T&H can 
usefully be directed in order both to extend the explanatory scope of research in this area and 
engage with wider social science constructs in so doing. This leads us to identify a future 
workforce research agenda which includes studies that: 
- are cross-cutting in recognising interdependencies across micro, meso and macro 
levels within our workforce research taxonomy; 
- explore the nuanced workforce implications of the overlap of the micro and meso 
levels, particularly in respect to impacts on the customer/guest; 
- draw explicitly on their social science discipline origins and clearly articulate their 
methodological and theoretical contributions to social science; 
- challenge the ghettoisDWLRQRIZRUNIRUFHUHVHDUFKZLWKLQµKRVSLWDOLW\¶DQGUHFRJQLVH
the central position of such work within mainstream tourism research; 
- H[WHQGEH\RQGDµSUREOHPVROYLQJ¶PDQDJHULDOSHUVSHFWLYHRQZRUNIRUFHUHVHDUFKDQG
seek to engage with explanation as a starting point in seeking change; 
- traverse the divide between empirical academic work and the high-value research 
conducted, or commissioned, by trans-national agencies ± both representing tourism 
(e.g. UNWTO, WTTC) and the workforce (e.g. ILO); 
- investigate discourses of work and how tourism employment perpetuates or 
challenges these narratives; 
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- enunciate a just and sustainable glocal vision for tourism and its workers. 
 
In conclusion, this paper has considered the position of workforce research, areas of 
overrepresentation, its relative underrepresentation, and even misrepresentations in the 
leading T&H journals. That an academy dedicated to researching an industry which 
supports 347 million jobs around the world (WTTC, 2015) and is almost entirely dependent 
on people to deliver services and experiences, can dedicate just 2% and 15% of its research 
output in its leading tourism and hospitality journals respectively to the workforce space 
and evidently in such an ad hoc manner is, we contend, a matter of concern. The vision of 
this review is to provide a platform from which future research that informs and advances 
workforce theory, policy and practice is able to inform debate in the leading T&H journals. 
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Tourism Workforce Research: A Review, Taxonomy and Agenda 
  
What is the contribution to knowledge, theory, policy or practice offered by the 
paper? 
 
This is the first paper, to the best of our knowledge, that attempts holistic review the 
tourism employment/labour/workforce literature. In particular, our analysis highlights 
the neglect of workforce research in the field, and the perception that workforce 
UHVHDUFKLVµKRVSLWDOLW\¶UHVHDUFK:HFRQFHSWXDOLVHDQLQQRYDWLYHPDFURPeso, micro 
tourism workforce taxonomy to accommodate the component parts of the tourism 
workforce, which helps to explain their interdependencies and overlaps. By critiquing 
the extant literature we offer this taxonomy as guidance for future workforce research. 
In doing so we position the utility of our work as a framework for the more effective 
translation of academic research into policy and practice, with a better appreciation of 
WKHRWKHUµPRYLQJSDUWV¶WKDWPD\DWWHQXDWHWKHLPSDFWRIDVLQJOHVWXG\ 
  
How does the paper offer a social science perspective / approach? 
 
While not domiciled in a particular social science discipline our paper is largely 
predicated on the fact that the vast majority of research in the tourism workforce field 
to date has focused at the organisational and/or deindividualised (worker) level of 
analysis without reference to the broader social, economic, cultural and political 
environment. We also acknowledge the unique individual characteristics of the 
diverse tourism workforce, which manifests a range of pertinent social questions, and 
the agency of groups, whether these are geographically, culturally/ethnically, 
occupationally or departmentally defined. This paper addresses these shortcoming in 
the presentation of our three-tiered tourism workforce taxonomy which embraces, and 
allows for greater explanatory powers of, these broader environmental factors. 
*Statement of Contribution
